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Abstract

Although syllabi are a common part of college courses, they can vary greatly from one professor to the next and between departments and
colleges. Some syllabi are written to share basic information, some serve as contractual agreements, and others seek to motivate student
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interest (Parkes & Harris, 2002; Raymark & Connor-Greene, 2002). The purpose of this study was to examine the content of 200 syllabi Content Analysis —
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A total of 200 syllabi were analyzed. They represented all 7 of the colleges at Bowling Green State University’s main campus and included 31 .
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marked by a 1 and new columns added as new content was identified. As the number of columns grew, superordinate headers were used to
group similar content. This process continued until all syllabi were entered.

The course outcomes analysis was a deductive process that was based on Fink’s Taxonomy of Significant Learning (2003), which includes

the following categories:
» Foundational Knowledge
o Application
o Integration
e« Human Dimension

understanding and remembering information and ideas
improvements in skills, modes of thinking, and project management
connecting ideas, people, and different aspects of life
learning about oneself and others
o Caring developing new feelings, interests, and values
o Learning How to Learn becoming a better student, engaging in different types of inquiry, becoming self-directed
Each course outcome listed on the syllabi were classified into one of these categories.

The analyses began with the first and third authors independently evaluating the same 5 syllabi. They then met to compare results and
discuss differences. This process was repeated with the next 5 syllabi, and then they worked individually. A list of questions and response
decisions was kept to ensure consistency. The second author joined the process about midway through, following training and consensus
with the first author. The first and second authors conducted the majority of the analyses, with all three authors meeting regularly to discuss

1ssues.

Discussion

The majority of content within the syllabi matched with traditional, teacher-centered syllabi. This included features such as the instructor’s name, availability, course description, required materials, course
objectives, policies and procedures, conduct, academic honesty, and attendance. Very few of the syllabi contained features that are associated with learner-centered teaching (Bain, 2004; O'Brien, Mills, & Cohen,

2008), such as information about the instructor, learning motivation, organization schedule, images, and student or motivational quotes.

The course outcomes in the syllabi emphasized goals related to foundational knowledge and application. Some included integration and human dimension goals, but very few addressed caring or learning how to

learn.

These results suggest that faculty at the university are producing very similar syllabi, which may be beneficial to students so they know what to expect. It is unclear if the small number of learner-centered features
and lack of variety in course outcome types within these syllabi indicates a scarcity of these forms of teaching at the university or an absence of their inclusion on the syllabi.




